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EDITORIAL 


We have been publishing for 10 years, and many wonderful 
articles have been written, especially by Ellen Myers. Our journal, 
however, is scholarly and we have learned from experience that 
it does not communicate to the average Christian. It is only a small 
minority who are blessed directly by our articles. Nevertheless, the 
topics and issues we are dealing with are important ones. My own 
ability to defend and articulate the faith on the university campus 
where | teach has been established on the basis of concepts and 
ideas articulated in the Quarterly. The CSSHQ has borne wonderful 
fruit in our outreach in Wichita 

Because of the limited appeal of CSSHQ it is easy to get 
discouraged and feel that it is not important. | believe, however, 
that this work is much more important than would be indicated by 
the amount of interest it generates in the Christian community. | 
say this as a result of recent discussions that have caused me to 
view the Quarterly and similar Christian publications as being the 
counterpart of “basic research” in the sciences. Basic research is 
never appreciated by the public; yet it is the most important part 
of scientific work. All applied research that leads to advances in 
human life and convenience has its roots in basic research. 

Recently, | was reading an issue of the Creation Research 
Society Quarterly. It was full of technical articles most of which | 
could not understand, being trained in the social rather than the 
natural sciences. | confess that | have often thought that much of 
this highly technical material was a waste of time. | now repent of 
those thoughts. In human terms, the whole basis for the revival of 
Christian commitment to biblical creation that has resulted from 
the work of such ministries as ICR and the Bible-Science Association 
is basic research and scholarly spadework. It must continue and 
the fact that it appeals to very few Christians is beside the point. 
Very few of us are interested in the theoretical details of how 
electricity works, but we most certainly are interested in the 
modern conveniences that result from that knowledge. Very few 
Christians are interested in the articles published in this magazine, 
but we know from experience that they are interested in the 
applications and insights that stem from them. 

Mrs. Myers is in the final phase of completing a book aimed at 
boiling down the message of this ministry to a short and concise 
statement suitable for Sunday school classes and Christian study 
groups. She has already had some experience teaching this 
material in her own local church, and it has been enthusiastically 
received. Next year we will be using the material in our Christian 


CSSH Quarterly 
Vol. XI, No. 1 (Fall 1988) 


Framework college program which helps Christian students con- 
ceptualize their university study programs from a Biblical perspec- 
tive. | will also be using the material in my local radio program. In 
Qa way, not only the course material but the various activities 
themselves are an outgrowth of CSSHQ and its “basic research.” 


Paul D. Ackerman 


LETTERS AND COMMENTS 


Dear Dr. Ackerman: 

| think your article (CSSHQ, Summer 1988) develops several 
important reservations we evangelicals should have about the 
‘integrates’ model of the social sciences that have not been 
underscored in the past. There are also several ideas you present 
about which | have some reservations. 

You point out that the basic problem with the concept of “unity 
of truth” is that scriptural revelation is not fallen, while creation is 
fallen. This is an important point, although | think it should also be 
pointed out that studying creation (and the creatures of creation, 
including mankind) reveals that fallenness, while studying the Bible 
also reveals that fallenness. (Perhaps we can go so far as to say the 
Bible is more likely to label that fallenness as sin and evil, while 
such labeling is less likely with studying creation.) | believe you are 
underscoring the source of revelation as fallen versus unfallen, and 
| think this is an important point. Indeed, one wonders if some of 
the “evangelicals” who equate the two may indeed believe the 
Bible is a fallen book of sorts, assuming it can be in error regarding 
history and science. This matter of the fallenness of the Bible is 
central in the inerrancy debate, although | do not recall this 
particular idea being developed in the literature. 

| would have liked to see you deal with the related phrase we 
hear so commonly today, “All truth is God’s Truth.’” | think this 
phrase Is actually misleading. For example, are the incantations 
of witchcraft, which may work by marshaling the forces of evil, an 
example of God's truth? Heaven help us! 

After considering the source of truth, you look at a second step 
that of interpreting that truth. Here | think you got into rough water 
You point out, correctly, that human reason is fallen and thus our 
interpretations of creation (including people) can be, and cer- 
tainly are at times, in error. The point | would have liked to see you 
also emphasize is that our interpretations of the Bible can be, and 
certainly are at times, also in error. Thus we can say there are at 
least two sources of error in studying creation (the fallen creation 
and the scientific method including the interpretation of scientific 
findings), while there is only one source of error in studying the 
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Bible, that of fallible human interpretation. It hardly bears saying, 
but obviously people have misinterpreted the Bible countless 
times. An example | use in class is eternal security. | have heard 
excellent, biblical defenses of and attacks upon both sides of this 
theological issue. Ultimately one side must be right and the other 
wrong. The problem is interpretation. 

One can take this a step farther and see that the hermeneutical 
approach, like the scientific approach, can be flawed. We’d like 
to think it is above reproach, but our theological divisions suggest 
otherwise. Just as an example, conservative hermeneutics says 
take a passage literally when at all possible. Yet when we look at 
New Testament interpretation of Old Testament passages, that is 
precisely what we dont find — there is allegorization and out of 
context usage that goes far beyond literal interpretation. If you 
take conservative hermeneutics all the way, it would also rule out 
God speaking directly to the person from the scripture in a 
personal manner (i.e. you get stuck with just finding principles and 
then trying to apply them). Yet you find great people like Francis 
Schaeffer citing Isaiah 2:2-3 to show God sent him to minister in the 
mountains of Switzerland. Dare we say God cannot do this? 

My basic point is that hermeneutics, the study of how to interpret 
the Bible, is a human construction, and interpretation is a human 
phenomenon. Theologians do make mistakes, they are not inerrant 
(although scriptures are). 

Later you state your dissatisfaction with the integrates model. | 
agree, it definitely has its limits. | have noticed several Christian 
psychologists lately have said that perhaps each of the four 
methods has its place as we interface our faith and science 
(including social science). Taking your argument a tiny step farther, 
using only the integrates model can be the source of compromise. 
| see this in the Christian psychology literature; it seems that many 
are very quick to accept non-practicing homosexuals without 
expressing much concern about changing their thoughts and 
attitudes (“just as long as they don’t do the behavior” | believe 
they would say). But this is a compromise. 

It is significant that one of the top psychiatrists in this area, wrote 
a major, perhaps even landmark article on homosexuality, advo- 
cating this position, and then a few months ago was convicted of 
child pornography and repeated homosexual child molestation 
in Atlanta (his name is C. Markham Berry). This article was published 
in the Journal of Psychology and Christianity. What irony that 
several of his articles were republished in David Benner’s new 
Christian counseling text, even though he knew Berry had been 
convicted and serving in federal prison (I called the publisher and 
they said Benner and they already knew, but went ahead and 
published anyway). Yes, wholesale integration seems to produce 
compromise. 

Now, another area where | disagree a bit. You emphasize that 
we should not integrate the world’s knowledge with revelation. You 


are quite right that the Bible must be kept superior, but | also think 
that Christians are in a quest of sorts. Yes, we do have genuine truth 
and ultimate truth in the Bible, but sclence adds to that truth if 
done well. Proverbs says that “It is a glory for a king to search out 
a matter.” Investigation and study are encouraged in the Bible, as 
long as it does not become equal to the Word. You are right in 
saying that humanistic thought is implied in saying everything is a 
quest, but it does not seem humanistic to say we seek truth through 
the scientific method. | wish you had dealt with this a bit further. 

On page 12 you summarize by saying research and reason 
cannot be on the same level as the Bible because of three 
reasons: a. scientific models are human creations, b. data of 
science is affected by the fall, and c. all theories produced by 
mankind are fallible. Yet we must also admit that a. theological 
models are human creations, b. the interpretation of the Bible is 
affected by the fall, and c. theologies are fallible unless they are 
nothing more than direct quotations from the Bible. 

You have given some good meat for us to chew on. | have 
benefited from your article, especially your point about the 
inerrant, unfallen source (Bible) versus an errant, fallen source 
(creation & mankind). How about a book? I'd like to see you wrestle 
a bit with Kirk Farnsworth’s book, Wholehearted Integration, and 
William Kirwan’‘s book, Biblical Concepts for Christian Counseling: 
A Case for Integrating Psychology and Theology. 

Don Ratcliff 
BOX 800207 
Toccoa Falls, GA 30598 


The crucial difference in Scriptural and natural revelation is that 
Scriptural revelation is introduced by God after the fall specifically for the 
purpose of communicating to fallen man. As such it does not have to be 
interpreted in any sense that approximates the ‘‘interpretation’’ a scientist 
applies to the data of nature in coming up with scientific theories. The 
revelation of Scripture comes to us in human language, and it contains its 
own interpretation specifically in the Epistles in fulfillment of John 16:6-15 

Beyond that I have been taught that whether one is speaking of science or 
theology the judgment regarding the validity of any interpretation, theory, 
or theology centers on whether the work partakes of a spirit of autonomous 
speculation or one of creaturely reflection. Creaturely reflection maintains 
what Mrs. Myers referred to as a ‘‘creaturely humility’’ ‘‘before God and 
God's created reality’’ in her article on the work of Thomas Molnar (CSSHQ, 
Spring 1988, p. 20). Autonomous speculation, on the other hand, leads to ‘‘a 
self-produced reality’’ in the spirit of the Serpent's temptation in Eden that 
we might be like God (Mrs. Myers quoting Thomas Molnar, CSSHQ, Spring 
1988, p. 20). Good science and good theology will be wary of speculation 
(1 Timothy 1:3-7) and careful not to ‘‘exceed what ts written’ (1 Corinthians 
4:6). We are not called to integrate the truth of God with the wisdom of men 
but rather to be faithful stewards of the mysteries of God. (The first four 
chapters of | Corinthians coupled with I Timothy 1:3-7 make an excellent 
study for meditating on this issue of integration and interpretation.) 

— Paul Ackerman 


ANNOUNCEMENT 


CALL FOR PAPERS 


for 
Second International Conference on Creation 
July 30 - August 4 
1990 
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, USA 

Quality papers are now being accepted for the Second 
International Conference on Creation to be held in Pittsburgh, 
Pennsylvania, U.S.A. between July 30 and August 4, 1990. The 
Conference will be divided into three tracks: 

1) Technical Symposium — Papers for this track must be 
technical in content and are recommended to address the theme 
“The Age of the Earth” from a young earth perspective. These 
papers should contain original information and in some way offer 
a contribution to the creation model. They must not have been 
published before. Papers accepted to this track will be reviewed 
and refereed by specialists in the author's field, as well as his/her 
peers. Papers not directly addressing the theme are still invited 
and will be reviewed for possible inclusion. Papers in the life 
sciences are particularly encouraged. 

2) Basic Creation Track — Papers for this track are to deal with 
any facet of the creation model. These papers are to be written 
to communicate existing aspects of the creation model to a 
non-technical audience and must not have been previously 
published. These papers can deal with both scientific and non- 
scientific topics within the creation model. The overall purpose of 
this track is to develop an overview of the creation model. 

3) Educational Track — Papers for this track are to deal with the 
legal dissemination and education of the creation model. Meth- 
ods and materials for the teaching of origins may be described 
and presented. The teaching or presentation of the creation 
model in any setting, grade school, high school, college, church, 
etc. is acceptable. The purpose of this track is to share insight, 
methods, materials, and expertise among educators from the U.S. 
and around the world. The legal aspect is to provide support for 
educators in this important area. 

Submissions should include a title, abstract (no longer than 50 
words), a technical summary (no longer than 200 words), and a 
brief biographic description of the author(s) to the address below. 
Submission is not a guarantee of acceptance. The deadline for 
submission is December 31, 1988. The number of openings for 
acceptable papers is limited; date of receipt of abstract and 
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The Story of 
Paul Kammerer, or, 
Is Lamarckism Dead? 


Ellen Myers 


You have never heard of Paul Kammerer and his midwife toads? 
Don't let that bother you. In 1938, Lester Aronson tells us, Kam- 
merer’s story “was regularly told to biology students as an object 
lesson.” In the 70s, however, he found in an informal poll “of 
graduate students and young instructors including one assistant 
curator of amphibians and reptiles ... that none had ever heard of 
the Kammerer affair.’ (Aronson, 1975, p. 115) The “object lesson” 
of the Kammerer story was that cheating in scientific experiments 
is dQ no-no and may backfire upon the one in charge if discovered. 
| first heard of Kammerer in a fascinating expose of scientific 
frauds where he shared the spotlight with other famous twentieth 
century hoaxes such as the Venezuelan Ape-Man of De Loys and 
De Courteville and Dawson’s and Teilhard de Chardin’s Piltdown 
Man. (Silverberg,1965) 

Darwinian evolution was already the accepted paradigm when 
young Paul Kammerer set out to show that not Darwinism plus 
“Mendelism’” but rather Lamarckism, the inheritance of acquired 
characteristics, was the key to biological progress and transforma- 
tion of species. With this purpose he carried on experiments with 
newts, sea squirts and midwife toads (Alytes) at the internationally 
respected Institute for Experimental Biology of Vienna, Austria, 
from 1903 till after World War |. Kammerer considered his work with 
sea squirts most significant, but the scientific community paid more 
attention to his reported success with growing “nuptial pads’ on 
male midwife toads. These animals normally mate on land and are 
named “midwife” toads because the males wrap the egg strings 
laid by the females around their hind legs and carry them about 
for several weeks until they hatch. Kammerer forced them to mate 
in water by raising the temperature in his aquarium. He then 
reported that the males developed small wart-like patches called 
“nuptial pads” on their normally smooth forelimbs the better to 
cling to the females during mating. Such nuptial pads are found 
in many water-breeding toads. In addition, Kammerer claimed, 
subsequent generations of Alytes males came equipped with 
nuptial pads by inheritance from their fathers. 

His Lamarckist claims sorely puzzled orthodox Darwinians, Had 
not August Weismann proven Lamarckism wrong in the 1880s by 
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cutting off the tails of 1,592 mice through twenty-two generations 
without ever once producing the birth of tailless mice? Even when 
Kammerer published photographs of Alytes forelimbs with nuptial 
pads and brought a midwife toad specimen to Cambridge where 
England's scientific elite could see It displayed in 1923, most 
Darwinists remained uncommitted. To Kammerer’s chagrin William 
Bateson, his most stubborn and outspoken opponent, even con- 
tended that the alleged nuptial pad “was no nuptial pad at all, 
but just a spot of black pigment.’ (Kammerer, 1924, p. 63) 

There were some dissidents. Dr.Thornton Gardiner, professor of 
zoology at Cambridge, said that “Kammerer begins where Darwin 
left off.’ Another British scientist enthused that Kammerer might 
have made “the greatest biological discovery of the century.” 
(Koestler, 1971, p. 91) After World War | Kammerer, like dismem- 
bered and defeated Austria fallen on hard times, resigned from 
the Biological Institute and went on lecture tours to support his 
family. These tours, mostly in Europe and two in the United States, 
were very successful. Newspaper reporters became interested, 
and sensational headlines appeared in staid England as well as 
excitable America. J. B. Watson of Johns Hopkins University and the 
founder of the behaviorist school of psychology wrote that 

Professor Kammerer’s work on the inheritance of acquired 

characteristics has startled the world. ... His results are in the 

forefront of discussion today in biological circles. We all want 

to believe his facts if they are true. It means so much to the 

educator, to society in general, if they are true. (Koestler, 

1971, pp. 92-93) 

Kammerer himself was motivated by the hope the Lamarckian 
evolutionist model seemed to offer for the education and improve- 
ment of mankind (Kammerer, 1924, pp.30-32 and passim). In 
addition to his lecture tours and the resulting journalistic publicity 
he wrote a hefty book, The Inheritance of Acquired Characteris- 
tics, first published in English translation in New York in 1924 (the 
German original appeared in Stuttgart in 1925). 

This same wishful thinking about Lamarckism also inspired the 
Soviet government. Because Communism sees man as the product 
of his environment, in particular economic conditions, the Russian 
Communist Party elite embraced Lamarckism as its official creed. 
In 1925 it offered Kammerer a professorship at the University of 
Moscow. Kammerer, a staunch socialist and atheist, was not loath 
to accept though not immediately moving to Russia, perhaps for 
private reasons (a love affair, Koestler, 1971, pp.117-119). 

One fact which raised questions in the minds of Western 
scientists was that Kammerer had never allowed any of his peers 
to check and verify his actual work directly and personally since it 
was first published in 1919. Only in early 1926 did he finally permit 
Professor C. Kingsley Noble of the American Museum of Natural 
History in New York and Dr. Hans Przibram of the University of Vienna 
and his erstwhile boss at the Institute for Experimental Biology to 


personally examine the last remaining specimen of his midwife 
toads. Noble and Przibram made a stunning discovery. While the 
toad’s forelimbs showed no evidence whatever of nuptial pads, 
they did show a copious injection of black ink under the skin. Noble 
and Przibram reported their findings in the prestigious interna- 
tional journal Nature on August 7, 1926, setting off an academic 
bombshell. 

In the midst of the uproar over this exposure of fraud Kammerer 
was busy shipping scientific equipment and personal belongings 
to Moscow, apparently preparing to move there and assume his 
new post. However, on September 22, 1926 he wrote a letter to the 
Moscow Academy of Science in which he resigned his position. In 
it he also affirmed that he himself had not injected coloring into 
the midwife toad specimen, nor had he painted a salamander 
also discovered doctored with black ink. He expressed the hope 
that he would find courage to end his life which had been 
hopelessly destroyed by what had happened. He also explained 
that he had kept sending things to Moscow because, first, he 
wanted to keep his intention secret from his family, and second, 
he wanted to leave his library to the Communist Academy after his 
death in compensation for any trouble he had caused them. 
(Kammerer in Science 64, 1926, 493-494) The next day he shot 
himself through the head in a Vienna suburb. 

Kammerer’s suicide confirmed the fraudulence of his experi- 
ments and the bankruptcy of Lamarckism to the scientific commu- 
nity in the West. The Soviet Union, however, set out to vindicate him 
as a hero of the people victimized by villainous capitalists. A soviet 
film, Salamandra, was produced under the sponsorship of Anatoly 
Lunacharsky, then Soviet Commissar of Education. The film fea- 
tured a brief appearance by the Commissar himself as well as 
Madame Lunacharsky in the female lead. It ended with Kam- 
merer’s triumphant arrival in the Soviet Union, land of the honest 
and the free. (Goldschmidt in Science 109, Jan.-June 1949, 
220-222) Lamarckism survived in the Soviet Union as its compulsory 
official doctrine for nearly forty years, until its champion, the inept 
and dictatorial Trofim Lysenko, was finally dismissed from his post 
as director of the Soviet Academy of Sciences Institute of Genetics 
in February 1965 (William Broad and Nicholas Wade, 1982, 
pp.186-191). 

Interest in the Kammerer story has periodically recurred in the 
literature. What kind of person was Kammerer? Was he ever a 
trustworthy scientist? If he himself did not commit the fraud, who 
did? The last question has never been answered. Even Kammerer’s 
defender Arthur Koestler, whose book The Case of the Midwife 
Toad is the most detailed study of Kammerer and his work, admits 
the possibility that Kammerer 

might have done it. Not before the journey into the lions’ den 

in Cambridge, but later on, some time after his return. .. . 

The possibility cannot be entirely excluded that he did the 


injecting himself in a moment of despair. ... in the unstable 

state of mind of his last year [he] might not even have thought 

that to ‘restore’ the pad which had once been there would 
be a crime. The history of science abounds in examples of 

correcting nature in a good cause. (Koestler, 1971, p.107, 

p.124) 

Lester R. Aronson whose survey of what graduate students knew 
about Kammerer was cited above takes issue with Koestler in his 
1975 article “The Case of the Case of the Midwife Toad.” He 
believes that 

Koestler’s claims and charges should not be taken lightly. 

They come, unfortunately, at a time when the antiscience 

movement is growing (Newell, 1974) and many young people 

are searching for arguments to reject the system although 

they have no realistic alternatives (Aronson, 1975, p.116) 
Aronson equates Darwinian/neo-Darwinian evolutionism with sci- 
ence as his reference to N. D. Newell's 1974 article “Evolution 
under Attack” (Nofural History 83 (4):32-39) makes clear. He then 
gives specific refutations of some of Koestler’s charges and 
conjectures. For example, he rejects Koestler’s attempt to have the 
india ink stain in the doctored Alytes specimen reproduced in 
order to show the fraud could not have been perpetrated before 
1926. This was futile, says Aronson, for “| can easily imagine the ink 
being injected on more than one occasion” (p.120). He denies 
that the scientists at Cambridge who examined the specimen 
failed to note the deception, quoting a 1959 book by Dr. Graham 
Cannon cited by Derek Freeman (the Australian scientist who 
exposed Margaret Mead) in his 1972 letter to the New Scientist. 
“Bateson, Cannon says, examined the specimen with a hand lens 
(in April 1923) and remarked, ‘It looks to me like a spot of ink.’” (p. 
420) Koestler could have learned as much from Kammerer himself 
as shown above. Aronson also refers to unpublished papers in the 
personal file of Professor Noble to show that while Koestler did not 
believe Kammerer had committed the fraud, other biologists at the 
time did. Thus a letter to Noble 

from the renowned geneticist of Columbia University, Thomas 

Hunt Morgan, dated October 11, 1926, reads in part, ‘Kam- 

merer has done one more dirty trick in trying to put the fraud 

over on to one of his assistants. Remember that this is not the 
first time, either, that he has been caught, and all responsible 

people | think will draw the same conclusion.’ . . . From a 

revealing handwritten note to Noble, dated November 15, 

1926, from the Viennese biologist Professor Franz Werner, we 

read in broken English, ‘You have no doubt done a good work 

to have unveiled the true nature of Kammerer at least to 
science. We have never had confidence in him at all, and 
myself, who has known him still as a boy, knows best, how 

many lies he has put in the world during his life. ...’ (p. 121) 
Aronson also denies Koestler’s charge that the scientific commu- 
nity was remiss in not repeating Kammerer’s main experiments, 
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referring to several unsuccessful attempts to do so, and to the 
“definitive report” by Munro Fox in 1924 (pp.122-123). 

Richard Goldschmidt stands somewhere between Koestler and 
Aronson in his reminiscences of the Kammerer affair, yet is 
convinced that Kammerer s work was fraudulent. He tries to excuse 
Kammerer on the grounds that he was not really a professional 
scientist but basically an amateur (“Aquarianer"). He writes: 

In the discussion of these claims [on the midwife toad], 
statements were found in Kammerer’s papers which did not 
tally. There had not been sufficient time, according to his own 
records, for the generations he claimed to have bred. 
(Goldschmidt, 1949, 221) 

This statement is not found in Koestler. After telling how Noble 
found india ink in Kammerer’s specimen, and of Kammerer’s 
suicide, Goldschmidt continues: 

[Kammerer] then conceived the idea that he could prove the 
inheritance of acquired characters and became so obsessed 
with this idea that he ‘improved’ upon his records. | have 
reason to believe, from what | have seen in his laboratory, 
that he continued his experiments, which ended by the death 
of the specimens, by starting again with similar looking 
animals. His ‘Aquarianer’ mind did not consider this wrong. 
He simply did not know what an experiment amounted to. In 
later years he probably became so absorbed with the 
necessity for proving his claims that he started inventing 
results or ‘doctoring’ them. Though the actual results of all this 
amounted to falsification, | am not certain that he realized it 
and intended it. (ibid.) 

Alma Mahler-Werfel who worked for a short time as laboratory 
assistant to Kammerer agreed in her memoirs with Goldschmidt’s 
judgment, reporting that 

| kept records, and did so very exactly. But this did not 
please Kammerer: an inexact record with a positive result 
would have pleased him more. | do not say that there was 
something fraudulent in him; no, he desired the results of his 
research so ardently [to be in his favor] that he could 
unconsciously depart from the truth. This also explains to me 
his later procedure and the charge of the English research 
institutes that ‘the results of his experiments proved invalid 
upon being examined further.’ On that occasion the mimicry 
of salamanders was the subject. This experiment, too — which 
| helped test — was published too quickly and not sufficiently 
observed, (Mahler-Werfel, 1960, p.54) 

Anyone concerned for honest science must reject both “amateur- 
ishness” and especially “obsessive desire for favorable results’ as 
excuses for Kammerer’s practices. 

Though Kammerer failed to prove Lamarckism, many persons of 
note shared and still share his rejection of Darwinism, quite apart 
from creationists (who, of course, also reject Lamarckism or any 
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evolutionist theory). Among the older generation Sigmund Freud, 
Samuel Butler, and William McDougall were staunch Lamarckists. 
Darwin himself was of two minds about Lamarck; he gave 
examples of alleged inheritance of acquired characteristics in his 
1868 Variation of Animals and Plants under Domestication and 
wrote to Francis Galton in 1875 that 

each year he found himself more compelled to revert to the 

inheritance of acquired characteristics-because chance vari- 

ations and natural selection alone were apparently insuffi- 

cient to explain the phenomena of evolution. ... if Lamarckism 

was a superstition, Darwin shared it. (Koestler, 1971, pp.32-33) 
Darwin even inserted a new Lamarckian chapter into the sixth 
edition of The Origin of Species in defense against objections to 
his original theory raised by Fleeming Jenkin. Only the rediscovery 
of Gregor Mendel’s work in genetics in 1900 shored up faltering 
Darwinism. Chance genetic viable mutations plus natural selection 
were accepted as the evolutionist mechanism by neo-Darwinists. 
This synthesis, too, was scorned by notable scientists such as 
Professor C. H. Waddington who 

compared the theory of evolution by chance mutations to 

‘throwing bricks together in heaps’ in the hope that they 

would ‘arrange themselves into an inhabitable house’; and 

as for natural selection it ‘in fact merely amounts to the 
statement that the individuals which leave most offspring are 
those which leave most offspring. It is a tautology.’ (Koestler, 

1971, n.p.30, taken from The Listener, London, Feb. 13, 1952) 

William Bateson, Kammerer’s nemesis, started his career with 
Lamarckism but turned to Darwin-plus-Mendel when failing to 
prove the inheritance of acquired characteristics during a pro- 
tracted expedition to Central Asia. However, toward the end of his 
life he came to regret his commitment to “Mendelism” as well, 
thinking it “a blind alley which would not throw any light on the 
differentiation of species, nor on evolution in general.” (ibid., 
pp.121 and 126) Kammerer had said as much, even asserting that 
Darwin-plus-Mendelism only re-established the hated biblical fixity 
of species in new dress (Kammerer, 1924, pp.253-258). 

Numerous non-creationist scientists from the 1950s to the 80s 
have also been skeptical about all forms of Darwinism. They 
postulate some sort of “holistic” evolutionism as does Koestler, 
and/or evolution by latent or conscious “upward striving.” These 
beliefs marked the famous “‘vitalist’’ evolutionism of Henri Bergson, 
George Bernard Shaw, Pierre Teilhard de Chardin (who combined 
it with “God-talk"), and also Kammerer (see Kammerer, 1924, pp. 
258, 264-265, 281, 284-285, etc.). They are all Lamarckist in that 
they presuppose a formative impact of the environment upon the 
organism which carries over into inheritance and transformation 
of species. They all, and for that matter non-theistic Darwinist 
evolutionists as well, believe with Kammerer in the “miraculous 
oneness of living nature’ (Kammerer ibid. p.33), which allows 
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conclusions about man based upon experiments with animals and 
plants and is “holistic” to the core. As yet the “holistic’’ evolutionists 
have not come up with scientific mechanisms plausibly accounting 
for their views, though they theorize about holistic or regional force 
fields and/or evolutionary changes in embryonic stages. 

The theory of “punctuated equilibrium” proposed as an alterna- 
tive to Darwinism as well as to holism and vitalism is also essentially 
Lamarckist in that it proposes evolutionary change by sudden, 
revolutionary, genetic mega-leaps due to catastrophic environ- 
mental changes or events which affect an organism’s genetic 
make-up. Such mega-leaps are thought to “punctuate” normal 
long periods of “stasis’’ or absence of evolutionary change. This 
theory now bids fair to replace obsolescent Darwinism. It is 
atheistic. It does not violate the well established laws of genetics 
in that the direct agent of change is still genetic mutation. It takes 
account of the lack of intermediate evolutionary forms in the fossil 
record, the great stumbling block for Darwinism. It even agrees 
with Marxism-Communism in its emphasis upon revolutionary 
overthrow of existing conditions and, yes, the dependence of 
organisms including man upon the environment. It is no accident 
that one of this theory’s chief proponents, Stephen Jay Gould of 
Harvard, is a Marxist, and that today’s “New Age” leaders, intent 
upon the transformation of mankind into one united whole as the 
next evolutionary leap, favor it (Ferguson, 1980, pp. 159 and 162) 
Kammerer, too, shared this intent. As Martin Gardner said, La- 
marckism combines “easily with political doctrines which empha- 
size the building of a better world’ (Gardner, 1952, p.143). 
Lamarckism, though scientifically impossible even in its new garb 
(all arguments against evolution by chance mutations would also 
count against punctuated equilibrium’s mega-mutations), did not 
die with Kammerer, for if Darwinism cannot account for evolution 
only Lamarckism is left though it can’t either. Truly evolutionism in 
all its forms is in crisis today and creationists stand vindicated after 
all. 
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The Babylonian Captivity 
of the Word 


James L. Sauer 


When | was young, carefree, and an intellectual air-head, | went 
through my existential period. | read all sorts of nonsense: Camus, 
Sarte, Hesse, that crowd. I'd sit around with friends listening to the 
Beatles, Jimi Hendrix, and Cream albums and wonder: what does 
it all mean? Are you experienced? What did Hesse’s Steppenwolf 
mean to you? Have you ever been to Electriclady-land? Is Paul 
McCartney really dead? And who was the Walrus, anyway? Have 
you ever been unstuck in time? Important stuff like that. We were 
very deep in the late sixties and early seventies. The eighties were 
a period of turbulent slumber. The nineties, | am afraid, will be, if it 
is possible, even more banal. | wonder what sobering thoughts 
Madonna has on epistemology? Do the Beastie Boys read Plato? 
Do the Beastie Boys read? And by the way, what is a Beastie Boy? | 
can hardly wait for the turn of the century. No doubt our literature 
and music will become even deeper. What transcendent insights 
are to come from the yet unborn creative output of Sammy Spitoon 
and the Aids Connection Five? 

In any case, | never really took my own flights of adolescent 
philosophy seriously; it all struck me as a kind of inside joke. It is fun 
to talk nonsense. It was only after encountering academic life that 
| realized that some people actually took their nonsense for deep 
truth. Some people actually get paid for it 

One particularly empty literary passage that struck my puckish 
fancy | photocopied and stuck to my postered wall. It was Lucky’s 
speech from Samuel Beckett's Waiting For Godot: a title which 
everyone recognizes, but which only a few have suffered to read. 
This is what Lucky said: 

Given the existence as uttered forth in the public works of 

Puncher and Wattman of a personal God quaquaquaqua 

with white beard quaquaquaqua outside time without exten- 

sion who from the heights of divine apathia divine athambia 
divine aphasia loves us dearly with some exceptions for 
reasons unknown but time will tell and suffers like the divine 

Miranda with those who for reasons unknown but time will tell 

are plunged in torment plunged in fire whose fire flames if 

that continues and who can doubt it will fire the firmament 
that is to say blast hell to heaven so blue still and calm so 
calm with a calm which even though intermittent is better 
than nothing but not so fast and considering what is more 
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that as a result of the labors left unfinished...1 

And Lucky goes on. And on. 

| suppose there are literary scholars who have deciphered 
Beckett's meaning. | was never good at puzzles. I’m too impatient. 
But | get the gist. The old order of God, reason, meaning, 
academics, natural order, it’s all nonsense. Everything is nonsense. 
Vanity of vanities. All is vanity. Which is, after all, not a very new 
thought. Unfortunately, the suicidal prophets of Existentialism never 
came to the wizened conclusion of the Solomonic Preacher. 


Desert Wandering 

Existentialism is rather passe now. Nobody but a few leftover 
bohemian types and a few professors still get into that sort of thing. 
It all seems rather pointless to stick your head in an oven; there’s 
no exit there. Certainly no profit. You won’t get tenure that way. But 
what gave us existentialism; the negation of knowledge; the 
suicide of the intellect; the denial of the absolute; the irrational 
leap toward hopeless meaning; the turning away from God; all this 
and more is still with us. Intellectual wilderness wandering is only 
taking different forms: on the one side, an even more fervent 


search for a deified Reason — Dianetics, Scientism, Secular 
Humanism, Communism — yes, the folks who brought you the 
Gulag are still around — , and dollar hungry Objectivism. On the 


other side, we see an embracing of the Dionysian: sex, drugs, 
occultism, and New Age Religion. Perhaps the Last Romantic was 
inspired in his apocalyptic vision — “things fall apart, the center 
cannot hold.” We seem on the verge of a Satanic Millennium. 

For, after all, we are in a Post Christian world. Western civilization 
was redeemed from intellectual Paganism. Greece was baptized. 
Spiritual Canaan was conquered. Israel was settled. Christianity 
re-chained autonomous Reason to its God; and thereby created 
Western civilization. All the epistemological sources — logic, 
intuition, experience, tradition — became servants of the one 
great Revelation. The Divine, after all, had entered history; truth 
had become a little human pup. Everything now mattered; 
because matter had been taken into the Everything. The Word had 
been made flesh and dwelt among us. All this, as a culture, we 
have turned our backs upon; and have left our posts at the Western 
wall. 

For against this Logos, this Holy Principate, Modernism, like a 
Babylonian Monarch, wages unceasing war. And the wicked pry 
their way through the breach. 


Reason Deconstructed 

The invasion of such irrationalism is touted in intellectual circles. 
In a recent dull collection of literary criticism on Holy Writ, Frank 
McConnell brings together a tribe of wise men from the West. They 
have come to Bethlehem so that they might deconstruct the Babe 
who was born. W. J. Urbrock describes The Bible and the Narrative 
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Tradition,? a jumbled menagerie of learned hokum, as “a signifi- 
cant contribution to the growing number of literary studies of the 
Bible...Not for beginners, this important book deserves inclusion in 
upper-undergraduate, graduate, and comprehensive general 
collections on Bible...’3 Did we read the same book? Or is it that 
we have different definitions of language and meaning? Darkness 
is now their light; evil their good; nonsense their meaning. 

McConnell sets the tone for this collection in his introduction: “All 
of our writers in this volume confront, in their various ways, the 
uncomfortable contemporary conviction — exported mainly from 
France — that the ‘meaning’ of literature may be simply the infinite 
reassertion of the structures of consciousness itself, that ‘meaning’ 
itself may indeed be the central myth or self-delusion of our 
culture.’“4 They claim to confront the cancer of deconstruction; but 
they are helpless to refute it, and are in fact, its chief priests. For 
the central disunity of their relativistic worldview forms the basis for 
their criticism. 

The collapse of the Logos principle is nowhere more evident 
than in their gnostic literary critical theology. Perhaps just two 
quotes from this text will illustrate the foolishness of Vanity Fair 
University: 

First, Professor Harold Bloom writes of his subjectivist power over 
literature in his painful essay “From J to K, or The Uncanniness of the 
Yahwist.’’ “My attempt at transcending scholarship is simply a 
literary critic’s final reliance upon her or his own sense of a text, or 
what! have called the necessity of misreading. No critic, whatever 
her or his moldiness or skepticism, can evade a Nietzschean will 
to power over a text, because interpretation is nothing else.”5 
Misreading is now the ultimate virtue; raping a text the mark of a 
Superman. 

Professor Hans Frei, another example of reason opposed to 
reason, utters thoughts that defy understanding. He is obviously 
writing commentary on the published works of Puncher and 
Wattman: “If the literal sense means that the story of Jesus is above 
all about a specific fictional or historical person by that name, and 
therefore about his identification through narrative descriptions 
which gain force by being ascribed to him and no one else as the 
subject of those dispositions, words, actions, and sufferings, then 
the hermeneutic position we have described entails a view of him 
as ascriptive subject chiefly in the form of consciousness, that is, 
of his selfhood as ‘understanding.’ Like anyone else, Jesus is not in 
the first place the agent of his actions nor the enacted project(s) 
that constitute(s) him, nor the person to whom the actions of others 
happen; he is, rather, the verbal expressor of a certain preconcep- 
tual consciousness which he then, in a logically derivative or 
secondary sense, exhibits in action. For instance, that Jesus was 
crucified is not a decisive part of his personal story, only that he 
was so consistent in his ‘mode-of-being-in-the-world’ as to take the 
risk willingly.“© Given the existence, quaquaquaqua, with white 
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beard, Don’t look to the current literary critical crowd for intellec- 
tuai guidance; they have dissected their eyes in order to under- 
stand sight. 


Government Gobblese 

This same celebration of the emptiness has invaded our 
government. We have long recognized our politicians as guardi- 
ans of the obscure; prevaricators extraordinary. Politics is the 
natural opponent of Reason and the Transcendent. As the ever 
acidic H. L. Mencken points out: “A politician normally prospers 
under democracy, not in proportion as his principles are sound 
and his honour incorruptible, but in proportion as he excels in the 
manipulation of sonorous phrases, and the invention of imaginary 
perils and imaginary defenses against them. Our politics thus 
degenerates into a mere pursuit of hobgoblins; the...voter, a 
coward as well as an ass, is forever taking fright at a new one and 
electing some mountebank to lay it.’’7 Like all cynicism, there is 
some truth here. Our leaders talk of “new ideas” because they 
don‘t want to face old problems. They boldly solve our difficulties 
by denying their existence; they speak of fiscal responsibility as 
they bankrupt the Treasury; our law system is preserved by denying 
a legal genius a place on the court; and peace is preserved by 
disarming ourselves before the most militant ideological evil the 
world has ever known. 

One remembers one candidate for President, in that Antedelu- 
vian age before the coming of this era of High Tech Democracy, 
who once said of some trifle: “| did not say that | did not say it: | 
said that | didn’t say that | said it. | want to make that perfectly 
clear.” That's the kind of prophetic clarity we now engender in our 
leaders. We now have candidates who, | honestly believe, don’t 
know the difference between a “relationship’’ and adultery, or 
who consider the violation of the law a “wrong decision,” or who 
label as “mistakes” their sins. It’s a new and improved Mea Culpa, 
give or take a little. But time will tell, for reasons unknown, read 
them their Divine Miranda rights, and move on. 


Aborting Meaning 

Perhaps the greatest contemporary example of semantic 
destruction lies in abortion. One of the nasty results, as Chesterton 
put it, of “calling a green leaf grey,” is that we no longer see things 
as they are. Without light we see no color; we see no life. We have 
lost our humanity; and so we deny that humanity to others. How 
apropos that the nation which destroys language should, as the 
Titans did the gods, next devour their young. Providence is not 
without irony. 

In her popular work Who Broke the Baby? Jean Staker Garton 
catalogs the euphemistic way in which we have made room in our 
cultural inn for bashing our babies in their internal mangers. 
“Reproductive rights,”” “freedom of choice,” “termination of preg- 
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nancy: — this is the language of rationalized sin. The bottom line 
is always a murdered baby. 

Perhaps there are still a few conservatives or whiggish libertari- 
ans who are fuzzy on this issue. But no Christian believer, and no 
consistent natural law conservative, can consistently hold to a 
pro-abortion ideology. From the Christian view, abortion is murder; 
and it is ao negation of Biblical revelation, apostolic tradition, and 
Ecclesiastical teaching. All branches of historical and moral 
orthodoxy are unanimous in their condemnation of it: the Biblical 
Protestants, the Roman Catholics, and the Orthodox Churches. 

But the poison of linguistic Modernism takes ifs toll on the 
religious as well. The Sideline Protestant churches, Pro-abortion 
bastions all, still seem to speak for God; though, in fact, they long 
ago repudiated the Maker’s moral law; and have become — as 
the Book of Revelation labels such — synagogues of Satan. 
Organizations like the Religious Coalition for Abortion Rights and 
Catholics for Choice; want to create the impression that you can 
have your sin and religion too. 

In 1987 the Evangelical Roundtable sponsored a discussion of 
the “sanctity of human life’ at Eastern College which showed how 
even the Profile Evangelicals can be co-opted by these wolfish 
manipulators. One outrageous example of semanticide was per- 
formed by Abigail Rian Evans, a senior staff Associate at the 
Kennedy Institute of Ethics at Georgetown University. Ms. Evans 
clothed her pro-choice position in prolife language: 

“An abortion should be undertaken with ‘fear and trembling,’ as 
itis a serious violation of a moral imperative and is done only in the 
context of forgiveness and grace. The immorality of abortion is 
preceded by the evil circumstances that have led to its necessity. 
As a society we must deal with the problems which produce the 
environment where children are unwanted.’® This is dialectical 
theology; far from Christ’s plea to let your yes by yes and your no 
be no. The message of Ms. Evans is studied ambiguity. Notice the 
operative words and phrases. Abortion “should be under- 
taken...done...world’s imperfection forces us...necessary, or tragic 
choices...led to its necessity...children are unwanted.” You would 
think by these words we were talking about some fixed natural law 
reality which allowed for no moral choice at all. Sin has become 
a nonexistent category. Around these deterministic words she rings 
a collection of compassionate Christian rhetoric: “fear and 
trembling...serious violation of a moral imperative...context of 
forgiveness and grace...choices that are regrettable...immorality 
of abortion...evil circumstances.” 

Now these two sets of language; one operative and the other 
connotative, form the dialectical basis by which many so-called 
Evangelicals, and so-called Catholics justify an act, which by their 
own epistemological structures, can only be considered a heinous 
crime. From the one side of their mouth comes the bottom line: 
we are going to skew the little suckers on a pole and rip them from 
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the womb. On the other side, we are going to make the 
appropriate sounds of moralistic piety while we commit murder. 
Quaquaquaqua. Woe to you who call evil good. 


The Return of the Word 

There are consequences to embracing nonsense. Suicide goes 
up. Our women become sterile. Venereal disease kills us off. 
Demographic genocide takes place. The military become effete. 
We lose the will to live. Finally, the borders are breached. 
Barbarians enter the sanctuary, Judgment comes in history. We are 
enslaved and our children are sent into captivity. 

Oh, be serious — we are rebuked — such apocalyptic happen- 
ings are from ancient history. We are America; the Constitution will 
live forever. Yet the invasion has already occurred; in theology and 
literature, in government, in popular culture of utilitarian hedon- 
ism. Our minds have become silly putty. 

In C.S. Lewis’s That Hideous Strength we have a prophetic image 
of a world without the Word; Scientism has joined with occultism, 
and organized itself in pure academic, bureaucratic form for the 
betterment of Man in an organization known as N.I.C.E. Near the 
end of the book, Lewis shows the consequences of their inhuman 
mechanism and demonic spiritualism. Their progressive experi- 
ments result in a mental degeneration. The evolutionists begin to 
squawk like animals. QUaquaquaqua. There can be no more fitting 
image to a society which has rejected the Logos than Babel. Our 
critical deconstruction, relativism, artistic nihilism, government 
word-inflation, poetry of self-expression, revisionist theology; are 
all signs that the liberal humanist society has run its course. All that 
is left is bilge. 

Yet there is hope. There is a cycle to history; a sine curve to the 
aims of Providence. After death comes resurrection. After judg- 
ment there is restoration. Our culture may be in captivity; but there 
is always a remnant. The Spirit of Revival stands poised to shake the 
world. 

And even now, perhaps, one can discern rough straggling 
caravans wending their way toward Jerusalem to build again the 
walls that have crumbled; and to worship again on the Mountain 
where Abraham offered Isaac; and where our Maker offered us a 
Son. 


NOTES 
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Parable: The New Age 
Creates Perfect God 
Let Us Make God 
In Our Own Image 
J.C. Vorfeld 


And behold, the Intellectual Hierarchy of the World (IHW) 
bestowed upon the Quantum Earth Committee (QEC) an awesome 
assignment: responsibility for design of the Ultimate Syncretistic 
Deity (USD), a state-of-the-art God for the New Age. QEC ordained 
a global network of esoteric quality circles/task teams to establish 
parameters for the USD. And it came to pass, after forty days and 
forty nights of brainstorming, force-field analysis, and research, 
recommendations were finalized and presented to QEC. 

Now on the forty-first day, QEC met with IHW; they decreed that 
the schematic was suitable — subject to acceptance by the 
Quantum Quality Control Circle (QQCC). After intense inspection 
and dialogue, QQCC gave its Seal of Approval, whereupon a 
revolutionary news conference was held. Esteemed members of 
the World Press Consortium (WPC) were summoned to IHW Head- 
quarters in New York City. 

Somberly, individuals entered the dusky conference room. In the 
beginning the Chairperson said, “Let there be light.” And there 
was light. As the caucus ended, WPC personnel rushed out to 
transmit news of the upcoming paradigm shift. Within an hour, the 
entire global population had been advised that they would soon 
have a perfect God... one who would meet the religious require- 
ments of every human being, whether Atheist, Agnostic, Antichrist, 
Bhagwanist, Buddhist, Hindu, Humanist, Monist, Muslim, Nontheist, 
Pantheist, Polytheist, Satanist, Spiritualist, Theosophist, Transcen- 
dentalist, or Zoroastrian! 

The following is a synopsis of the official INW/QEC/QQCC press 
release: 

The USD will be a slightly supernatural Homo sapiens-style 
being, able to appear and disappear as long, and only as 
long, as he precisely carries out QEC instructions. Provided 
he vows never to lose contact with QEC Universal Communi- 
cation Control Center, he'll be allowed to travel the length 
and breadth of the universe. 

Despite certain vehement objections, it was ordained that 
USD be masculine in appearance, when he is permitted to 
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materialize. He will have the physiognomy of a Sylvester 
Stallone, the mind of a Pierre Teilhard de Chardin, the wisdom 
of a Maharishi Mahesh Yogi, and the ability to keep a 
following of a John F. Kennedy. 

The Aquarian Age divinity will hold graduate degrees from 
the world’s most prestigious colleges and universities, and will 
be esteemed for his cognizance of the arts, economics, 
education, politics, science, sports, and sociology. His ap- 
proach to areas of controversy will be synergistic. 

In terms of religion, the USD will be 100% syncretistic. When 
allowed to be in his ethereal state, he’ll have the ability to 
be everywhere and in everything concurrently. 

And thus will humanity become divine. 

Verily, the bionic blueprints were telecopied to the Chief Director 
of Global Physiopsychopneumagenetic-engineering Headquar- 
ters in Geneva, Switzerland, with instructions to complete the 
project in six days. And it came to pass at the end of the sixth day, 
the Chief Director exclaimed, “It is finished.” 

And behold, Man looked at the god of His creation and stated, 
“it is very good, as long as it obeys orders. For lo, if would not exist 
but for the grace of Mankind.” Selah. 


Announcement 

(continued from page 2) 

summary will be a factor in selection. Notification of acceptance 
or rejection will be mailed by January 31, 1989. 

Send all questions and submissions to the Technical Review 
Committee, International Conference on Creation, P.O. Box 17578, 
Pittsburgh, PA 15235, USA. Copies of the Proceedings of the First 
Conference are still available at the above address for $35 (US), 
$40 (Outside US). 


The Story of Paul Kammerer 

(continued from page 12) 
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Inconsistencies in 
‘‘Enlightened’’ 
Autonomous Thought 
Ellen Myers 


Everyone knows that the best defense is a good offense. As we 
defend the biblical Christian position, we must be alert and 
prepared to carry the battle into the enemy’s camp. We will find 
that the unresolved and ever recurring internal inconsistencies in 
all worldly philosophies reasoning not from God but from man are 
the most vulnerable spots in the unbeliever’s armor. Let us consider 
the eighteenth century enlightenment, a formidable enemy of 
Christianity, as an example 

The enlightenment thinkers idolized human reason and hated 
biblical revelation. They continued to influence leading scholars 
through naturalism, positivism and scientism to our own day. 
Darwinism in its denial of the Creator through affirmation of the 
world’s origin and development by nothing but natural processes 
is part of enlightenment thought. Indeed, Darwinism in particular 
and evolutionism in general was anticipated by leading enlighten- 
ment philosophers. While we usually think of the classical enlight- 
enment personalities as strict rationalists, a strain of philosophical 
irrationalism was also present among them. Christians defending 
the biblical faith once delivered unto the saints today must keep 
in mind that anti-Christian thought comes as it were two-pronged, 
in pairs of opposites or dichotomies which have the same root 
—unregenerate man’s desire to “be as God” on his own. 

The enlightenment's primary appeal was its presupposition and 
promise of human autonomy, based upon man’s potentially 
omniscient, infallible reason. Here lay the intoxicating effect of its 
proclamation of freedom from “revealed religion,” a code word 
for Christianity and the institutional Christian churches. Thus 
Immanuel Kant defined the enlightenment as “the departure of 
man out of his self-incurred immaturity. lmmaturity is the incapabil- 
ity of his making use of his understanding without the guidance of 
another.’ What is lurking beneath this talk about immaturity 
needing the guidance of “another” is the bid of the enlighteners 
to make themselves the new guides of the “immature” men and 
women whom they proposed to emancipate from the God of 
Christianity. We must be alert to this bid for their own power in 
those who claim that they want to deliver us from the powers that 
be. 
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Certainly the “enlightened” monarchs of the eighteenth cen- 
tury, Catherine Il of Russia and Frederick Il “the Great’ of Prussia, 
both courted Voltaire, Diderot and other stars of the French 
enlightenment and at the same time practiced strict authoritarian 
rule where it really mattered in their affairs of state. Thus Frederick 
Ul 

had commenced his reign by allowing uncensored liberty to 
the Berlin press, but the privilege had been quickly removed. 
‘Do not talk to me of your liberty of thought and the press,’ 
wrote Lessing to Nicolai [a pillar of the Prussian “enlightened” 
press] in 1769. ‘It reduces itself to the permission to let off as 
many squibs against religion [i.e., biblical Christianity] as one 
likes. Let somebody raise his voice for the rights of subjects 
or against exploitation and despotism, and you will soon see 
which is the most slavish land in Europe.’2 

The dichotomy between theoretical freedom and practical 
secular authoritarianism was only one of a number of ideological 
inconsistencies apparently unnoticed by the enlighteners them- 
selves. Thus they could simultaneously believe with Jean-Jacques 
Rousseau in the natural goodness of “primitive” (uncivilized, 
non-Christian) man, and also with Julien Offray de La Mettrie 
(welcomed by Frederick II to his Royal Prussian Academy in 1748) 
in “Man as a Plant’ (Lhomme plante) and even “Man as a 
Machine” (L’homme machine). These views of man are, of course, 
reductionist notions anticipating modern behaviorism of the B. F. 
Skinner variety. They are also, of course, totally incompatible with 
man’s supposed “natural goodness.’’ We must also ask, as we did 
about Kant and his notion of man’s “immaturity” who would 
cultivate men-as-plants or run men-as-machines — the “enlight- 
ened” elite? 

Denis Diderot, chief editor of the French Encyclopedia, a major 
vehicle of enlightenment thought, spent some time at the court of 
Catherine II of Russia. He believed in physiological determinist 
reductionism like la Mettrie’s and Skinners, stating explicitly, like 
Skinner in Beyond Freedom and Dignity, that man’s sense of 
freedom is illusory since all psychological phenomena are reduc- 
ible to physiological bases. Diderot shows that unregenerate man 
does not necessarily adhere to the same brand of religion or 
philosophy all his life. He successively adopted deism, atheism, 
pantheism, and belief in “natural religion’’ as underlying all 
historical religions and potentially uniting all men. He even showed 
a tendency towards pan-psychism (all things are indwelt and part 
of one world spirit). This is a tenet of ancient gnosticism and 
revived today in the “New Age” movement of the 1980s. 

Diderot also already adumbrated modern evolutionism, in his 
case Lamarckism. So did the French natural scientist Georges de 
Buffon, who over against the great Swedish Christian botanist 
Carolus Linnaeus rejected the division of natural organisms into 
fixed classes or species. (Linnaeus’s system in its essential features 
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has stood the test of time and still is the standard for taxonomy 
today.) Buffon speculated about the origin of the world by natural 
causes rather than biblical creation; he was said by fellow 
enlighteners to have “scientifically proved” that in the beginning 
a comet fell upon the sun so pieces of it flew away and became 
planets. Here is the enlightenment’s incipient scientism claiming 
knowledge and authority to speak in terms of science and proof 
where true science would modestly speak of tests and theories. The 
arrogance of scientism has become monstrous in our own genera- 
tion, and we must attack and expose it wherever we can. 

Enlightenment thinkers believe with Rousseau that man is in 
principle good and only needs the right education, administered 
without coercion in the utmost possible individual liberty, to make 
and live in a perfect society. Progress, they believe, is inevitable. 
The “progressive education’ championed by John Dewey in 
American public schools is an enlightenment product. Its prob- 
lems, as we now know well by experience, are lack of content and 
discipline. These, in a nutshell, are the problems of enlightenment 
thought in general, even of all dutonomous human thought. Man 
wanting to be as God on his own rejects God and His revelation 
and law. What, then, will he put in place of revelation (content)? 
How, then, will he live in harmony with himself and others 
(discipline/law)? 

In practice whatever content and discipline exist are fragments 
of God’s revelation and law. “Progress,” measured in man‘s 
individual liberty and material well-being as the older enlighteners 
saw it, has been proven very chancy indeed, if not impossible in 
the long run, by the evil men did to men in the twentieth century 
(World Wars | and Il, Nazism, Communism). Enlighteners, like 
Catherine Il of Russia and Frederick II of Prussia, must therefore 
admit the use of coercion in practice though paying much lip 
service to man’s freedom, inherent goodness or even divinity. But 
coercion for what? All the mature enlightenment philosopher Kant 
could propose in his vastly overrated ethics was his dictum that 
each of us should “so act as you wish everyone else to act.” This is 
a contentless ethics, telling us neither what to do concretely, nor 
how to deal with offenders against the public welfare. An ethics 
so lacking in content and discipline that it cannot in principle 
declare any human thought or action absolutely evil — or good, 
for that matter — is useless. Its practical result is a utilitarian 
“situation ethics,’ advocated ironically and blasphemously in the 
name of “love.” 

Should human society be individualist or collectivist? Enlighten- 
ers preoccupied with social reform have been divided over this 
problem for generations. Yes, there have been individualist 
“socialists,” such as the influential Populists in late nineteenth 
century Russia, or if you will the adherents of a New Deal-type 
“mixed economy” in the USA. There have been extreme collectiviz- 
ers, dating back to Gracchus Baboeuf in the French Revolution and 
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his Communist heirs. Some enlighteners, for example France’s most 
influential socialist novelist of the nineteenth century, George 
Sand, vacillated between collectivism-communism and political 
moderation. Some, like Professor Sidney Hook in our own genera- 
tion, hold fast to the classic enlightenment ideal of full individual 
liberty while embracing most tenets of collectivist socialism. 

What is the lesson for defenders of the Christian faith from all 
these inconsistencies? First, we should be knowledgeable about 
these inconsistencies. Our opponents do much thinking, writing 
and teaching of their beliefs; we should love our God with all our 
minds, halting them in their tracks. Second, their inconsistencies 
are legion; we have mentioned only a few. We are well able to 
expose these inconsistencies and thus make inroads into their 
ranks, and even more the great numbers of our fellow people who 
dimly sense something is wrong with the anti-Christian “enlight- 
ened” thought. When | thus carried the battle into the enemy's 
camp in college philosophy classes, | never failed to be thanked 
by many young fellow students who “knew something was wrong 
with the professor's arguments, but couldn’t say exactly what.” All 
too often, we have let our opponents win by default. Look at the 
creation/evolution issue: it took a minuscule number of informed 
Christian debaters to literally “turn the world upside down.” 

Let us by all means expose our opponents’ many inconsistencies, 
both in their overall world views and their individual thinking. Let 
us do so honorably and speak the truth in love, remembering that 
to cast down every imagination and thought exalting itself against 
God is but the ploughing of the soil of men’s souls in preparation 
for the sowing of the seed of the gospel. 


NOTES 
Quoted in W. M. Alexander, Johann Georg Hamann: Philosophy and Faith (The 
Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1966), p.78. 
2 Peter Paret, ed, Frederick the Great. A Profile (New York: Hill & Wang, 1972), p49 


1 


24 


BOOK REVIEWS 


Charles Colson with Ellen Santilli Vaughn, Kingdoms in Conflict. 
Co-Published by William Morrow & Co., Inc., New York, and 
Zondervan Publishing House, Grand Rapids, MI, 1987. Hardcover, 
400 pp. incl. Notes, Books for further reading, Index, $15.95. 


Charles Colson became famous as the legal advisor to President 
Nixon who was sentenced to prison for his part in the Watergate 
scandal, was converted to Christ and later established a flourish- 
ing prison ministry. His earlier books told his story to millions of 
readers around the world. However, Kingdoms in Conflict may well 
be the most influential and instructive of them all. 

Colson believes that “humanists fail to understand human nature 
and Christians fail to understand Christ's teaching about His 
kingdom.” In Christian circles this lack of understanding leads to 
misapplication of Scripture in public affairs. Thus the fundamental- 
ist, pre-millenial President in Colson’s gripping opening chapter 
(mercifully fictional) allows Israeli terrorists to destroy the Moslem 
temple in Jerusalem and thus precipitates world catastrophe. 
Later in the book Colson rightly warns that the fulfillment of Bible 
prophecy belongs to God, not man, and condemns the President's 
action as playing God presumptuously if unconsciously, as well as 
willful disregard of the biblical role of government (ordained to 
preserve order, promote justice, and restrain evil). 

On the other hand and far more prevalent and pernicious is a 
“privatized faith” which robs biblical Christian convictions of their 
effect on public decisions. Such a “faith” sinfully ignores the social 
and political implications of the gospel of God’s kingdom. It is also 
a betrayal of our Lord to go along with the will of the majority when 
clearly contrary to Scripture for political expediency ( for example 
on abortion or racism). On the contrary, in such instances the 
Church corporately and through individual believers, must speak 
out and persevere, no matter what the cost. 

The chapters on how Christians worked out the claims of God's 
kingdom in the past should be required reading for all believers 
and especially for our Christian young people. Chapter 8 on 
William Wilberforce and his protracted struggle to abolish the 
slave trade of Great Britain, and Chapters 10 and 11 on Hitler and 
the Church in Germany are especially valuable in setting straight 
the historical record, What is at stake in the conflict of the kingdom 
of God with the rebellious rulers of this earth was summed up by 
Hitler during a confrontation with a handful of faithful German 
pastors: “You pastors should worry about getting people to heaven 
and leave this world to me” (p. 140). But this earth is the Lord’s by 
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tight of creation and sustenance! This is what we confirm when 
praying, “Thy kingdom come, Thy will be done on earth as it is in 
heaven.” 

The only shortcoming in Kingdoms in Conflict is Colson’s failure 
fo see the importance of the doctrine of biblical creation as the 
foundation of the defense of God’s Kingdom. He jumps as if were 
right into the middle of the battle without considering its biblical 
starting point. This is also evident from his books listed for further 
teading. Excellent as his book is in many important respects, it falls 
short of perfection due to this crucial omission. Highly recom- 
mended except for this reservation. 

— Reviewed by Ellen Myers 


George Grant, The Dispossessed: Homelessness in America. Ft. 
Worth, TX: Dominion Press, 1986; distributed by Crossway Books, 
9825 W. Roosevelt Road, Westchester, IL 60153. xiv, 283 pp. incl. 
End Notes and Scripture Index. Softcover, $8.95. 


George Grant is the President of HELP Services, a renowned 
charitable organization which has been featured on ABC's “Night- 
line’ and the CBN 700 Club. As such he is well qualified to write 
about the Church's task to offer biblically based assistance to the 
homeless multitudes in America and throughout the world. Be- 
cause his proposed answers are biblical, he rejects both the 
conservative and the liberal approaches as humanistic and hence 
false, Relief must be given by the local church and be more than 
mere temporary, material aid. Job placement and long range 
biblical counseling services must be offered in cooperation with 
other local churches, though there must be no compromise with 
Scriptural concerns. The Church, not some small private initiative 
program, must be involved as a whole. The homeless must be 
taught the Word daily as well as disciplined in the biblical patterns 
of diligence, perseverance and responsibility before God and 
neighbor. There must be a schedule for daily activities, study and 
meals. The Scriptural standard for the ministry once set must not 
be broken, and the operational rules must be kept: 

lf you have established a rule that the homeless must attend 

morning and evening prayer and Lord’s Day worship — as you 

should have — stick to it. If you have established a rule that 
the homeless in your shelter must eat in a common dining 
hall, be accountable for their daily schedule, and abide by 

a curfew — as you should have — stick to it. We all learn best 

and grow most when we know our boundaries, when disci- 

pline is expected, when accountability is enforced, and when 
rules are applied. ‘Sin is lawlessness” (1 John 3:4). Anarchy 

and autonomy are no help to anyone. (p.242) 

Grant also very appropriately states that churches in ministries to 
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the homeless must take precautions. Individual host families must 
not be put in physical or legal jeopardy. Applicants for help must 
be thoroughly interviewed and investigated, requested to submit 
to the church’s discipleship and appropriately documented for 
legal purposes: “We must be as innocent as doves, but we should 
simultaneously be as wise as serpents (Matthew 10: 16).” (ibid.) 

Before briefly describing the practical aspects of the church’s 
ministry to the homeless in Appendix 1, Grant shares his extensive 
research on the current problem of homelessness in America and 
the world. The problem exists everywhere, but of course American 
readers ought to be most concerned about its prevalence in the 
United States. While figures vary, two principal studies are useful 
to fix the general parameters. Overall, and especially during the 
peak winter months, there may be as many as two to three million 
people in the streets according to the U. S. Department of Health 
and Human Services (1983 study). Of these, some 250,000 to 
300,000 people every year never make it out of rock bottom 
poverty in the streets (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development 1984 study). As there are only 91,000 shelter beds 
available nationwide, two thirds of the dispossessed cannot find 
shelter even if they wanted to, even if the most conservative 
estimates for their numbers are accepted. In addition, today many 
of the homeless are families and first time applicants from the 
fringes of the middle class unable to find work, such as middle- 
aged secretaries, young construction workers, displaced steel 
workers, department store clerks and the like. There are widowed 
and displaced homemakers caught in the backlash of “equal 
tights” feminism which has pauperized women to an astonishing 
degree due to changed divorce laws. There are hundreds of 
thousands of mental patients released from institutions without 
proper care and follow-up in their communities (Grant cites a 
figure of over one million nationwide, p. 61). There are also still the 
hard core alcoholics whose prospects of rehabilitation are practi- 
cally nil. 

An important contributing factor to homelessness in America 
and elsewhere today is the scarcity of low rent housing, very often 
the result of rent control laws imposed by political do-gooders 
hostile to landlords and ignorant of correct long-range solutions. 
The only beneficiaries of land reform and rent control legislation 
are the bureaucrats in the government. Yet land reform and rent 
control after doctrinaire socialist and outright communist models 
are precisely the answers pushed by influential United Nations 
agencies, fortunately as yet without the power to implement the 
schemes of Nicaragua’s Sandinistas, Sri Lanka’s national socializa- 
tion of housing, and the impoverished Tanzania of Julius Nyerere 
(pp.42-45, 104-105, 108, etc.). What is clear is that to abolish the 
property and homes of those as yet not homeless, and to increase 
government spending or even private spending on relief has not 
eliminated the problem of homelessness. In addition, government 
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approaches to dealing with homelessness fall into two general 
categories, containment (keeping in community) and resettlement 
elsewhere. How can they hold to these two mutually contradictory 
methods? Grant replies: 

First, without the solid guidance afforded by God’s Word, the 

humanists are forced to grasp at straws. They willingly try 

anything that looks as if it might work... . 

Second, humanism assumes that since there is no God 
above, since we are left with “cosmic purposelessness,’’ man 
must assume a place of sovereignty. According to Joseph 
Fletcher, ... ‘To be men, we must be in control. ... “And how 
do we obtain that control? Through an overarching central 
government. (p. 148) 

Grant then shows that the Biblical faith “in contrast to humanism 
has freedom as its bottom line,’ and that “the freedoms estab- 
lished and enforced by God’s law encouraged expansion, pro- 
vided real options, guaranteed justice, and eased transitions... . 
Biblical Law urged mobility through opportunity.” He cites Exodus 
23:9, Exodus 20:10, Leviticus 16:29, Exodus 12: 19 and Deuteronomy 
24: 17-22 in support. 

How did the care of the poor and homeless historically slip from 
the care of the Church into the hands of the state? Grant traces 
this development back to Martin Luther’s book Liber Vagatorum 
(The Book of Vagabonds and Beggars), written 1528, which urged 
the abolition of begging and vagrancy by the establishment of a 
social welfare system coordinated by the civil magistrates. “Until 
Luther quite persuasively argued otherwise,’ Grant writes, “most 
people felt that ample facilities existed for meeting economic 
distress without the interference or regulation of princes, lords, and 
counselors of state” (p. 169). Relief until Luther came through 
begging; the artisan and merchant guilds; private charitable 
foundations; and the Church by way of parish relief and the 
monasteries. Grant reports from Thomas Fuller’s Church History, 
published 1655, that 

the great monasteries ... and in fact all of Christendom, 

served to care “for all the non-localized poor.” And, says 

Fuller, “Their hospitality was beyond compare ... they kept 

most bountiful houses. Whosoever brought the face of aman, 

brought with him patent for his free welcome to sup, to work, 
to worship, to convene, to refresh his bowels by the bowels 

of mercy, til pleased he to depart.” (p.172) 

The Church not only gave physical nourishment but also discipled 
the poor. Grant lays great stress upon the Church’s use of the 
sacraments, in particular communion which 

enabled the poor to participate in a tangible offering to 

God, a consecration before God, a communion with God, 

and a transformation in God. They were thus able to reorient 

themselves to reality in a fashion that would be utterly 
impossible any other way through any other agency. (ibid.) 
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The changes due to Luther’s plan had three lasting effects for 
the worse. First, the poor became the responsibility of the state. 
This was in agreement with Luther’s conviction that the Church, an 
“institution of grace,” should be strictly separated from the state 
as an “institution of works.’’ Second, the prerequisites for relief 
eligibility became secular, not biblical or Church-related. Third, 
public relief became punitive and repressive and dependent 
upon the shifting secular concepts of the powers of the secular 
world. Most importantly, from being an expression of grace and 
charity under God it eventually became an egalitarian “right” in 
our own century. One cannot help agreeing with Grant that though 
“Martin Luther was, of course, a great hero of the faith in many, 
many ways in the area of poverty relief he introduced a bane that 
the Church still labors under today” (p. 175). 

Grant gives us a new, thoroughly biblical view of Jesus Christ 
Himself as homeless while on earth (Luke 9:58). His model for 
Church relief is Christ’s dealing with the Gerasene Demoniac (Mark 
5: 1-17), explained in detail by James B. Jordan in Appendix II. It 
has special relevance for many chronically homeless mentally 
disturbed people today: 

They want to live in an environment of death. They are totally 

out of touch with the real world. It is impossible to converse 

intelligibly with them, because their personal psyches are so 
disintegrated. And, though secular workers will be slow to 
recognize it, many are inhabited by demons who drive them 
further and further into death. 
Only the Gospel can save them. (p. 249) 
To his great credit Grant's criticism of both traditional and 
progressivist relief ministries is always placed side by side with 
presenting constructive Biblical answers 
avoid[ing] the trap of either a conservative humanism on the 
one hand or a liberal humanism on the other. [Reconstruc- 
tionist ministries] have been Church oriented, sacramental, 
and Integrationist. They have gone beyond soup kitchens, 
shelters, and self help enterprises, training the poor and 
homeless through godly discipline and discipleship to make 
it in the wilderness of this world. .. . They have sought to 
transform poverty into productivity. They have given the 
homeless True Sanctuary. 
That is real charity! (p.225) 

Many more excellent points are made in this pioneering book 
on how Christians must deal with the dispossessed. The Dispos- 
sessed deserves the widest possible readership. It should be 
supplemented by Grant's other books dealing with the practical 
implementation of biblical charity (Bringing the Sheaves, 1985; In 
the Shadow of Plenty, 1986; To the Work: Ideas for Biblical Charity, 


1987). 
— Reviewed by Ellen Myers 
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Wilbert H. Rusch, Sr. and John W. Klotz, Did Charles Darwin Become 
a Christian? Edited by Emmett L. Williams. Creation Research 
Society Books, 5093 Williamsport Drive, Norcross, GA 30092, 
1988, Paper, 38 pp., $3.00 ppd. Quantity Prices upon request. 


For many years the story has circulated among Bible-believing 
Christians that Charles Darwin was converted to the Christian faith 
during the last months of his life. This idea has been supported by 
tracts and pamphlets alleging that Darwin rejected his famous 
agnostic-evolutionist view as youthful aberration and turned to 
Christ and the Bible on his deathbed in conversation with Lady 
Hope, a dedicated Christian worker. Such tracts are recom- 
mended to Christian laypeople for soulwinning and also for use 
against evolutionist teachers and professors in the secular class- 
room. 

Unfortunately, as the thorough research of Professors Rusch and 
Klotz makes totally clear, this story is refuted by the facts. The 
evidence is that Darwin was not bedridden as the tracts claim; his 
private papers and letters to his children and student inquirers 
consistently show his enduring and even increasing agnosticism; 
his daughter Henrietta denied all details of the story in a letter to 
The Christian, February 23, 1922, including any visit of Lady Hope 
to Darwin during his last illness, or any illness. While a Lady Hope 
fitting the proper time frame of the story has been tracked down, 
her existence in no way substantiates the story as Rusch points out. 

Anyone considering the evidence will agree with the authors 
that the cause of creation is not served by wishful thinking, spurious 
reporting and the dissemination of unfounded accounts. The use 
of false reports of conversions in soulwinning will probably not win 
souls. To claim Darwin's deathbed conversion in discussions with 
evolutionists should cease forthwith. All creationist speakers should 
be familiar with this excellent, concise expose. 

— Reviewed by Ellen Myers 
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